correct the cited conditions.  To the contrary, I conclude
that the respondent did make a good faith effort to correct
the originally cited conditions, and that after the order was
issued, additional repairs were timely -made to abate the con-
ditions cited in the order.

With regard to the equipment check-list citation, when
the inspector returned on a subsequent inspection on
February 26, 1986, he found no evidence that the available
check-lists were being used and that instructions as to their
use had not been given to the equipment operators.  He also
found some defective brakes on equipment, and this led him to
believe that the lists were not being used and that defects
were still going unreported.  Since the inspector found that
compliance had not been achieved by February 21, 1986, the
date fixed for abatement of the citation, he issued the order
Under the circumstances, I conclude and find that the respon-
dent exhibited less than good faith compliance in timely abat-
ing the citation, and that it did so only after the order
issued.

Civil Penalty Assessments

On the basis of the foregoing findings and conclusions,
and taking into account the requirements of section 110(i) of
the Act, the following civil penalties are assessed by me for
the violations which have been affirmed.

DOCKET NO. KENT 86-133-M

Citation No.

2657368
2657373
2657377
2657386

Date

01/07/86
01/08/86
01/08/86
04/22/86

30 C.F.R. Section

56.12016
56.9003
56.9001
56.4100U)

DOCKET NO. KENT 86-134-M

Order No.    Date    30 C.F.R. Section

2657189    02/26/86      56.9003

2657190    02/26/86      56.9003

DOCKET NO. KENT 86-155-M

Citation No.
2657392

Date

04/23/86

30 C.F.R. Section

56.9022

Assessment

$ 500
$ 450
$ 375
$ 150

Assessment

$ 500
$ 600

Assessment
$ 150
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equent inspection on February 26, 1986, which resulted in
